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word "heir" or "heir male" in the singular number such words of
limitation operate to make the word "heir" or "heir male" a word of
purchase, and to exclude the rule in Shelley's Case (Archer's Case, 1 Rep.
666). It was contended that this rule should be construed strictly, and,
further, that the word "absolutely" was of the same effect as, and no
stronger than, the words " for ever," the addition of which has not the effect
of taking the case out of the rule in Shelley's Case (Dubber v. Trollope,
1 Amb. 453; fuller v. Chamier, L. R. 2 Eq. 682; Silcocks v. Silcocks
[1916] 2 Ch. 161). But the Court rejected these contentions, and held
that the word "absolutely," when used in such a context in a will, has
the same effect as if technical words of limitation had been used: con-
sequently the devise falls within the exception to the rule in Shelley's Case
established by Archer's Case.

J. D. G.

TORT.

WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION.-SUICIDE RESULTING FROM
ACCIDENT.

MABBIOTT v. MALTBY MAIN COLLIERY CO.
90 L. J. K. B. 349; 37 T. L. R. 123.

THE Court of Appeal upheld the decision of the County Court Judge
Aat the dependants of a workman, who committed suicide owing to
abnormal state of mind caused by an accident in the course of his work,
could recover compensation. The suicide must be the result of the accident,
not of brooding over the injury received. It is not necessary, however, to
prove that insanity is due to "structural " injury to the brain; insanity
can be the result of the accident if the shock affects the mental condition.

In this case the suicide was due to melancholia, culminating in insanity;
and there was evidence that the melancholia arose through mental shock
caused by the accident and through the pain suffered, not merely through
the man's brooding over the accident or its results. The suicide was there-
fore the result of an accident in the course of the man's employment.

B. F. M.

UNLAWFUL THREAT.-WRONGFUL CONSPIRACY BY WORKMEN.

WHITE v. BILEY. 89 L. J. Ch. 628; [1921] 1 Ch. 1.

THE Court of Appeal, in White v. Biley [1921] 1 Ch. 1, reversing Ast-
bury, J., in the Court below, held that the mere statement to an employer
by a number of workmen that they will not work with another workman, and
that if the latter be retained they will strike, does not, of itself, constitute
an unlawful threat, and therefore is not of itself actionable.
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The plaintiff, a member of the Workers' Union, refused to join the
Curriers' Society, of which all his fellow-workers were members and one
of the rules of which was that no member should belong to any other union.
The defendants thereupon intimated to the employers that unless the
plaintiff either left the employment or joined the society the workers would
strike; in consequence, the plaintiff, although his services were indispens-
able, was dismissed. I t was decided by the Court of Appeal that the
defendants had not entered into a malicious and wrongful conspiracy to
injure the plaintiff, or to intimidate the employers into dismissing him
without the notice to which he was entitled. They had merely told the
employers that unless the plaintiff were dismissed the workers would strike,
the act in either case being perfectly lawful. Apart from these considera-
tions, it was also held that a dispute between workmen and workmen
concerning which trade union workmen shall belong to is connected with
the employment or non-employment of a particular workman, and it a
trade dispute within section 5, sub-section 3 of the Trades Disputes Act,
1906, and is, in the absence of threats, protected by section 3 of that Act.

Valentine v. Hyde [1919] 2 Ch. 129, which substantially laid down:
(1) that official pressure on an employer by trade union agents may
amount to illegal coercion even where there is no specific threat uttered;
(2) that a dispute between two unions about membership is not a
" t rade dispute"; and (3) that even if a trade dispute existed, pressure
of this kind is not warranted by the Act of 1906, was disapproved of in
White v. Eiley, and this case, together with Hodges v. Webb [1920]
2 Ch. 70, has checked the threatened " disintegration of the Trades
Disputes Act."

Moreover, it is not actionable for one man on behalf of a union,
or for two or more persons, by lawful means, to induce a third person
to do what he may lawfully do in any case—see also Huttley v. Simmons
[1898] 1 Q. B. 181, and Allen v. Flood [1898] A. C. 1.

O. E. E. W.

WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION.-SCOPE OF EMPLOYMENT.—
CONTRAVENTION OF STATUTORY REGULATIONS.

MOORE & CO. v. DONNELLY. 90 L. J. P . C. 49; 37 T. L. R. 198.

THE House of Lords held that contravention of a statutory order
under the Coal Mines Act by a miner, who, as a result, suffered injury,
took him outside the sphere of his employment, so as to disentitle him
to compensation under the Workmen's Compensation Act, 1906. The
order was that " if a shot misses fire the person firing the shot shall
not approach or allow anyone to approach the shot-hole until an interval
has elapsed of . . . not less than an hour." A copy of this order was
conspicuously posted »at the pithead, together with a notice that the
management would regard a breach of the provision as wilful and serious
misconduct and as being outside a workman's employment, in the event
of an accident resulting therefrom.


